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INTRODUCTION. 


The  Monthly  arJ  Ccd  :o1  Re'  ’  c* .  .  having 
publilhed  opinions  which  appeared  to  me,  if  car* 
ried  into  practice,  calculated  to  injure  the  com¬ 
munity  ;  I  thought  it  my  duty,  as  a  Phylician, 
to  addrefs  them  in  private  letters  upon  their 

inju- 

*  For  the  Critical  Reviewers. 

Gentlemen, 

I  enclofe  for  your  acceptance  my  Hints,”  in  the  firft  vo¬ 
lume  of  which  (p.  279)  I  have  noticed  your  recommendation 
of  the  ufe  of  fpirits,  which,  if  adopted,  would,  in  my  opi¬ 
nion,  be  produdtive  of  much  injury.  You  have  indeed,  in 
fome  meafure,  limited  its  exhibition,  under  the  criterion  of 
the  nurle  or  agent  perceiving  a  bad  tcijle,  and  to  alcercaiA 
where  the  tajie  is  to  be  perceived,  you  lubjoin  in  the 
<e  mouth,”  left  of  courfe  the  nurfe  Ihould  perceive  this JenJh 
in  fome  other  part* 


I  have 
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injudicious  advice:  perhaps  my  remonftrances 
might  convey  a  degree  of  cenfure  not  agreeable  to 
perfons  habitually  accuffomed  to  cenfure  others  ; 
and  by  an  invalion  of  whofe  privileges  I  may  have 
incurred  their  difpleafure.  This  feems  probable, 
from  their  criticifms  being  chiefly  perfonal ;  and 
nearly  as  little  applicable  to  the  contents  of  my 
volumes,  as  to  the  Hiftories  of  Jack  the  Giant- 
Killer,  or  of  Robin  Hood.  One  paffage  indeed 
might  be  excepted,  in  which  an  unqualified  at¬ 
tack  is  made  upon  charitable  inftitutions  in 
general,  to  which  I  have  paid  fome  attention  in 
the  third  fedfion  of  the  fecond  part  of  this 
Apology  ;  for  I  have  divided  it  into  two  parts,  as 

more 


I  have  uniformly,  for  thirty  years,  difcountenanced  the  ufe 
of  fpirituous  liquors,  even  in  the  fmalleft  quantities,  from 
having  obferved  their  fafcinating  influence,  in  promoting  fre¬ 
quent  repetitions,  and  increafed  potations,  till  the  objedts  of 
delufion  become  irretrievably  ruined  in  health. 

Moft  dram-drinkers,  and  efpecially  thofe  among  the  female 
fex,  have  begun  the  ufe  of  the  poifon  in  quantity  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  a  tea-fpoonful  3  and  ufually  under  the  perfuafion  of 
fome  friend,  that  it  corredted  wind  and  acidity  of  the  flomach, 
till  by  degrees  the  unfortunate  objedt  imagines  that  thefe  are 
continually  predominant,  and  the  fuppofed  antidote  is  con- 
fequently  more  frequently  applied,  as  well  as  its  quantity  in- 
creafed  3  but  you,  at  the  commencement,  boldly  advife,  a 
talle-fpoonful ,  befides  gargling  the  mouth,  to  improve  the 
relifh,  as  fugar  is  applied  to  the  lips  of  infants  to  induce  or 
teach  them  to  fuck. 


Not 


more  explanatory  of  the  reflexions  on  my  refpeo 
tive  publications,  intituled,  44  Obfervations  on 
cc  the  Cow-pock,”  and  4t  Hints  deligned  to  pro* 
*4  mote  Beneficence,  Temperance,  and  Medical 
64  Science.” 

I  am  ready  to  acknowledge,  that  there  is  not 
any  employment  in  which  literary  men  devote 
their  leifure  with  more  advantage  to  fcience,  and 
improvement  to  fociety,  than  in  the  critical  in- 
vefligation  of  the  produdlions  of  the  prefs.  In- 
fiances,  however,  may  occur,  when  fentiments 

Not  a  nurfe  who  reads  your  recommendation  will  remain 
long  without  perceiving  a  bad  tajle,  and,  agreeably  to  your 
explanation  of  the  feat  of  tajie,  <(  in  the  mouth,”  will  as  often 
adopt  your  advice,  and  not  only  fwallow  the  taMe-fpoonful , 
but  that  portion  befides  which  jmu  recommend  ft  to  gargle 
the  mouth  and  throat 

In  my  judgement,  nurfes  do  not  require  any  new  induce¬ 
ments  to  adopt  a  practice  fo  deftru<ftive  to  the  community  in 
general,  and  fo  immediately  improper  in  thofe  who  are  ap¬ 
pointed  to  watch  over  the  health  of  others. 

Impreffed,  ther&fore,  as  I  am,  with  a  knowledge  of  the 
deleterious  influence  of  little  drops  of  liquid  poifon,  I  requeft 
that  you  would  take  notice  of  the  fuggeftions  I  have  prefumed 
to  offer  j  for,  alas  !  I  have  already  heard  your  high  authority 
quoted  in  favour  of  the  fatal  cordial  5  and,  in  oppofition  to 
you,  what  avails  the  feeble  voice  of 

Bajingh a ll-Jlreet,  J.  C.  LETTSOM  ! 

April  14,  1802. 

The  purport  of  my  letter  to  the  Monthly  Reviewers  is  ex¬ 
plained  in  the  fubfequent  Se6tion, 


B  2 


may 


8 


may  have  been  delivered  with  prejudice  rather 
than  with  candour ;  and  opinions  may  have  been 
given,  without  juftice  or  decorum.  Authors 
doubtlefs  feel  more  or  lefs  partiality  in  favour  of 
their  own  performances,  and  may  feek  for  praife 
where  cenfure  is  demanded;  judicious  reflection, 
however,  muft  enable  them  to  eftimate  the  pro¬ 
priety  of  the  criticifm,  and  induce  them  to  ac- 
quiefce  in  its  candid  decifion,  although  unfavour¬ 
ably  fevere  :  but,  when  critics  fubftitute  invective 
for  argument,  and  the  violation  of  truth  under 
the  plea  of  candour  ;  and,  to  perfonal  infult,  add 
detraction  of  character ;  it  would  be  culpable  not 
to  court  difcuffion,  and  weak  not  to  repel  calum¬ 
ny.  Under  thefe  fentiments  the  following  obfer- 
vations  are  fubmitted. 


PART 


PART  I 


..  ...  . .  ■  -■■■  L  x'icwm?; 

SECTION  I. 

ON  LITERARY  COMMUNICATIONS. 


ADDRESSED  TO 


THE  MONTHLY  AND  CRITICAL  REVIEWERS. 


From  the  profeffion  you  publicly  announce 
and  exercife,  of  reviewing  and  commenting  upon 
literary  produdlions,  every  writer  is  neceffarily 
liable  to  your  inquilitorial  fundlion.  As  an  au¬ 
thor  I  have  felt  no  difpolition  to  complain,  until 
the  prefent  occafion ;  as  I  have  more  frequently 
met  your  approbation  than  cenfure,  to  an  extent 
Indeed,  in  my  own  eftimation,  exceeding  my 

b  3  merits  ; 
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merits ;  and,  were  my  opinion  of  any  avail  with 
the  publick,  I  would  chearfully  acknowledge,  that 
the  perufal  of  your  pages  has  afforded  me  more 
general  information  than  any  other  volumes  with-* 
in  the  compafs  of  my  reading. 

After  this  conceffion,  I  trull,  that  you  will  not 
imagine,  that  this  addrefs  refults  from  any  previ¬ 
ous  bias  againft  you  ;  and,  in  the  prefent  inflance, 
whatever  may  be  my  feeling,  I  hope  to  approach 
you  in  language  equally  difpaffionate  and  candid. 

lamfenfible  of  the  advantageous  ground  on  which 
you  Hand.  Your  reputation  as  learned  bodies  has 
long  been  acknowledged  ;  and  your  opinions,  in 
great  meafure,  determine  thofe  of  the  publick,  on 
every  literary  and  controverlial  fubjedl.  As  an  in¬ 
dividual,  therefore,  of  little  importance,  I  lhall 
be  charged  with  rafhnefs  and  temerity,  for  at¬ 
tempting  to  Hruggle  againft  fo  mighty  an  hoft^ 
but,  however  unequal  to  the  conteft,  a  confciouL 
nefs  of  having  a  bled  upon  the  balls  of  Truth., 
under  the  motives  of  promoting  Public  Good  and 
Private  Happinefs,  gives  me  a  confidence  that 
the  fall  will  be  broken,  and  an  honourable  retreat 
gained,  without  being  crufhed  to  atoms  by  a 
combination  of  literary  defpots. 

In  the  fir  ft  paragraph  of  your  attack,  for  you 
immediately  unmafk  your  battery,  not  with  a  bril¬ 
liant  fire,  but  with  a  contumelious  fneer,  you  ob~ 
ferve,  on  my  4 6  Obfervations  on  the  Cow- pock,” 

46  Dr, 
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u  Dr.  Lettfom  admits,  that  he  has  been  anti- 
cipated  by  feveral  diftinguifhed  authors;  but 
6S  modehly  hints,  that  fome  of  his  particular 
“  friends  will  form  no  opinion  till  they  have  af- 
tc  certained  his  fentiments.  We  trull,  the  peri- 
phery  of  his  affociates  will  now  be  fatished.’’ 

Critical  Review,  voh  xxxvi,  p.ioo. 

If  my  foreign  correfpondents  were  pleafed  to 
requell  my  opinion  upon  the  important  difcovery 
of  vaccine  inoculation,  it  refulted  from  a  very 
natural  inference.  They  had  perufed  the  literary 
performances  on  the  fubjedl,  which  iffued  from 
the  Englifh  prefs,  in  which  there  appeared  a  con- 
hderable  difference  of  opinion  ;  you  particularly, 
who  are  together  a  moll  powerful  phalanx,  as  well 
as  fome  writers  of  lefs  notoriety,  difcouraged  the 
pradlice.  Under  thefe  circumllances  of  doubt, 
fome  phyhcians  who  had  long  known  me,  were 
weak  enough  to  pay  a  greater  deference  to  my 
opinion  than  to  yours.  This  criminal  condudl  of 
theirs  was  no  fault  of  mine.  I  did  not  folicit  ap¬ 
plication  ;  nor  did  I  expedl  it  from  any  European 
correfpondents,  as  they  might  ealily  have  applied 
to  phyhcians  better  informed  on  the  fubjecl ; 
however  a  long-rooted  partiality  might  have  in¬ 
fluenced  my  American  brethren. 

Behdes  the  weight  of  your  oppofition,  the  hrll 
publications  of  Dodlorsjenner  and  Woodville  exhi¬ 
bited  hiftories  of  the  Cow-pock,  fo  widely  different, 

b  4 


as 


12 


as  to  occafion  hedtation  and  doubt  even  in  this 
country  ;  and  it  was  natural  and  prudent,  in  every 
practitioner,  to  attempt  acquiring  fome  condflent 
and  decilive  information.  In  proof  of  this  ftate- 
ment,  l  draw,  from  my  private  fcrutoire,  extracts 
from  two  letters ;  the  drft  of  which  is  from  the 
earlieft  European  letter  I  received  upon  the  fub- 
je&  ;  the  fecond  is  from  the  lateft  American  : 
you  may  cenfure  me  for  egotifm ;  but  I  can 
no  more  prevent  their  applaufe  than  your  cenfure. 
I  am  contending  for  fomething  dearer  than  life, 
of  which  you  have  deliberately  attempted  to  rob 
me.  The  original  letters,  however,  as  tvell  as 
others  on  the  fubjedt  of  vaccine  inoculation,  are 
ready  for  your  infpeCtion,  if,  with  other  infults, 
you  fuperadd  doubts  of  my  veracity. 

^  Dear  Sir,  Hague ,  June  16,  1801. 

44  AT  prefent  I  muft  confult  you  upon  two 
fe’4  very  intereding  articles.  I  know,  indeed,  that 
44  your  other  important  occupations  do  not  afford 
46  you  a  great  deal  of  leifure ;  but  I  know  alfo, 
44  that,  on  account  of  your  profeffional  abilities 
44  and  very  extend ve  practice,  you  are  the  fitted 
44  perfon  to  apply  to  ;  I  therefore  intreat  you,  by 
44  all  the  ties  of  our  friendfhip,  and  for  the  fake 
44  of  the  differing  part  of  mankind,  to  give  me, 
44  as  foon  as  poffible,  a  decifive  anfwer.  The 
44  vaccine  inoculation  has  of  late  very  much  pre- 

44  vailed 
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S€  vailed  in  this  country;  a  very  great  number 
“  have  been  inoculated,  not  only  among  the  in- 
te  habitants  of  the  different  cities,  but  alfo  among 
6e  the  farmers,  who  otherwife  have  always  been 
iC  very  averfe  to  the  inoculation  of  the  fmall-pox  ; 
<c  but  though  I  have  myfelf  inoculated  feveral 
<c  perfons  of  all  ages  and  conftitutions  with  cow- 
££  pock-matter,  and  the  inoculation  never  has 
(c  been  attended  with  any  unpleafant  fymptoms, 
and  the  progrefs  of  the  difeafe  has  conflantly 
“  been  very  regular;  yet  I  muff,  upon  this  oc« 
(S  cafion,  communicate  to  you  two  principal  ob- 
sc  jedfions  which  now  and  then  arife  in  my  mind 
“  againft  this  new  method,  and  afk  your  final 
opinion  upon  them.  In  the  fir  ft  place,  the  mat- 
CJ  ter  with  which  we  inoculate  the  vaccine  is  by 
“  no  means  taken  from  the  nipple  of  a  cow,  but 
i£  from  a  human  fubjedf,  and  has  in  all  proba- 
bility  by  this  time  already  paffed  through  feve* 
6(  ral  hundred  human  conflitutions.  Now  it  is, 
(<  in  my  opinion,  not  at  all  indubitably  proved, 
“  that  the  matter,  by  this  way  of  propagation, 
cc  does  not  undergo  fome  very  material  change, 
6C  and  even  lofe  its  properties  of  preferving  from 
“  the  fmall-pox ;  the  difference  between  the  re- 
fults  of  the  experiments  made  by  the  Doclors 
“  Jenner  and  Woodville  feems  rather  to  favour 
the  doubt;  but,  even  taking  this  preserving  pro- 
£S  perty  of  the  vaccine  matter  for  granted,  and 

44  fup- 
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t€  fuppofing  its  efiential  chara&ers  unaltered 
*(  through  all  thefe  different  propagations ;  have 
“  then  your  obfervations  already  clearly  proved 
€C  to  your  mind,  that  the  cow-pock  does  not 
f(  merely  for  a  time,  but  really  extinguifh  for 
(e  ever,  the  difpofition  to  the  fmall-pox  ?  Are 
i(  there  no  facfs  publifhed  which  feem  to  prove 
the  contrary  ?” 


Philadelphia ,  June  5,  1802, 
€t  Dear  Doctor, 

The  vaccine  difeafe  is  now  fafl:  progreffing 
“  through  the  United  States.  You  muff;  feel  in- 
Cf  finite  happinefs  in  refledfing  that  you  are  the 
te  fource  from  which  this  ineflimable  bleffing 
<c  has  been  diffufed  among  us.  You  daily  receive 
the  thanks  and  bleffings  for  your  exertions  to 
ferve  us :  had  not  you  extended  your  benevo- 
6C  lent  views  acrofs  the  Atlantic,  we  might  have 
sc  been  without  this  treafure  to  this  day.” 


I  truft  I  have  now  anfwered  your  objections  to 
the  offenfive  paragraph,  which  has  excited  both 
your  ridicule  and  cenfure  ;  though,  for  my  own 
part,  I  do  not  fee  any  thing  ridiculous  or  cenfu- 
rable  in  it,  nor  how  I  could  exprefs  myfelf  more 
clearly,  were  I  to  attempt  again  to  convey  the 

fame 
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fame  fentiment ;  and,  that  the  reader  may  have 
the  references  before  him,  here,  as  well  as  elfe- 
where  in  this  add  refs,  I  fhall  quote  my  original 
paragraph,  that  the  fame  caufe  for  witticifm  may 
occur  to  him,  as  has  fo  powerfully  influenced  the 
Reviewers. 

<c  Individuals,  in  the  intercourfe  of  fociety, 
6i  however  limited  the  circle  may  be,  gradually 
66  form  mutual  attachments,  which  beget  mutual 
£f  confidence ;  and  hence  the  opinions  of  one 
perfon  determine  thofe  of  another;  a  fentiment 
that  encourages  me  to  write  upon  a  fubjecR, 
<c  although  anticipated  by  feveral  diflinguifhed 
authors,  under  the  perfuafion  that  my  teftimo- 
£C  ny  may  have  fome  influence  within  the  peri- 
phery  of  my  affociates  and  particular  friends ; 
fome  of  whom,  refident  in  different  parts  of  the 
world,  have  requefled  my  opinion  refpedling 
the  inoculation  of  the  cow-pock,  with  fome 
account  of  the  inifitutions  eftablifhed  in  this 
i(  country  for  promoting  the  general  practice  of 
i(  it ;  and  I  hope  their  laudable  wifhes  will  be 
gratified  by  the  perufal  of  the  fubfequent  ob- 
sc  fervationsf5 

If  the  Reader  will  take  the  further  trouble  of 
comparing  this  paragraph  with  what  the  Reviewers 
have  been  pleafed  to  introduce  into  their  Review 
as  a  quotation  from  it ;  their  want  of  candour,  to 
fpeak  of  it  in  the  mildeft  manner,  will  appear  un¬ 
worthy 
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worthy  of  any  gentleman  or  fcholar ;  they  affert, 
that  “  Dr.  Lettfom  modeftly  hints  that  fome  of  his 
**  particular  friends  will  form  no  opinion  till  they 
have  afcertained  his  fentiments My  words 
merely  are,  that  “  fome  of  my  particular  friends 
‘ 6  have  requefted  my  opinion  refpeCting  the  ino- 
“  culation  of  the  cow-pock.”  Had  the  Reviewers 
difcovered  fuch  difingenuity  in  my  language,  they 
would  have  boldly  charged  me  with  falsehood. 
Were  I  difpofed  to  exhibit  fimilar  detections, 
they  have  afforded  me  numerous  opportunities ; 
but  I  do  not  like  to  fee  men  of  fcience,  and  better 
information,  degraded  ;  nor,  like  a  reptile,  pafs 
over  the  found  parts  of  a  man,  to  dwell  upon  his 
fores. 


SECTION 
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SECTION  II. 


ON  VARIOLOUS  AND  VACCINE 
INOCULATION. 


IN  June  1798,  Dr.  Jenner  publifhed  his  44  In¬ 
quiry  into  the  Cow-pox,”  which  was  followed  by 
feveral  interefting  performances,  in  proof  of  the 
fecurity  and  importance  of  the  practice  of  vaccine 
inoculation.  So  long  afterwards  as  July  1800, 
the  Reviewers  not  only  continued  their  oppohtion 
to  it,  but  recommended  the  inoculation  of  the 
hmall-pox,  in  the  moff  unqualified  manner,  in 
confequence  of  Dr.  Trotter’s  propofition  to  in¬ 
troduce  the  cow-pock  into  the  fleet,  which  I  fhall 
give  in  their  own  words. 


Dr 


18 


Dr.  Trotter,  in  his  t(  Medicina  Nautica,5’  had 
recommended  the  inoculation  of  the  cow-pock  in 
the  fleet,  on  which  the  authors  of  the  Monthly 
Review  make  the  following  critique : 

“  After  having  treated  of  the  fmall-pox,  which 
se  may  become  a  dangerous  epidemic  on  board 
66  our  fleet,  according  to  the  author's  reprefentation , 
“  he  propofes  (from  the  Reports  publifhed  by 
Dr.  Pearfon),  the  inoculation  of  our  feamen 
ct  for  the  cow-pox.  This  is  one  of  Dr,  Trotter  s 
notions ,  which  has  been  haftily  adopted ;  and 
which  is  not  recommended  by  his  own  ex- 
perience.  A  plan  of  general  inoculation  for 
the  fmall-pox  would  be  preferable  at  this  time  ; 
“  for  our  brave  feamen  ought  not  to  be  among 
**  the  firfl  fubjefls  of  experiment ” 

VoL  XXXII.  p.  249,  for  July,  1800. 

Happily  for  mankind,  none  of  their  board,  as 
they  fometimes  flile  themfelves,  prefided  at  the 
Board  of  Health  ;  for  here  Dr.  Blane,  Thomas 
Keate,  Efq,  Dr.  Pearfon,  and  others,  united  with 
Dr.  Trotter,  in  promoting  the  vaccine  inocula¬ 
tion,  and  preventing  the  execution  of  the  plan 
propofed  by  the  Reviewers,  which  was  calculated 
to  propagate  the  difeafe  throughout  moil  regions 
of  the  globe,  and  which  mull  have  deftroyed  at 
lead  one  eighth  of  the  human  fpecies  in  Europe 
who  had  not  previoufly  palled  through  the  fmall- 
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pox,  and  one  third  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  other 
quarters  of  the  globe  !  Whilft  we  rejoice  in  the 
efcape  of  mankind  on  this  occafion,  on  refiedlion 
we  fhudder,  more  particularly  when  fuch  an  ex¬ 
periment  is  recommended  by  fuch  impreffive 
authority  !  What  a  contrail  of  rational  and  hu¬ 
mane  charadter  is  exhibited  by  the  excellent 
Jefferfon  and  the  judicious  head  of  the  Miamis 
Indians;  an  account  of  which  I  introduce  here 
from  the  European  Magazine,  for  September 
1802,  as  the  fadts  mentioned  may  afford  amufe- 
ment,  if  not  inflrudlion. 

Extradl  of  a  letter  from  Profeffor  Waterhoufe,  of 
Cambridge,  Maffachufets,  dated  March  22, 
1 802. 

“  This  winter  there  was  a  grand  embaffy  of  the 
Indians  to  the  Prefident  and  Congrefs.  Little 
Turtle  was  the  head  warrior.  The  Prefident 
and  Government  had  fupplied  them  with  ploughs, 
and  every  inflrument  in  common  ufe  in  agricul¬ 
ture  ;  as  well  as  with  fpinning  wheels,  looms,  &c. 
&c.  and,  to  crown  all,  the  Prefident  explained  to 
Li  ttle  Turtle  how  the  Great  Spirit  had  made 
a  donation  to  the  enlightened  white  men  ;  firfl  to 
one  #  in  England,  and  from  him  to  cne*f  in 

*  Dr.  Jenner,  the  firit  inoculator  of  the  cow-pock  in 
Europe. 

f  Dr.  Waterhoufe,  the  firft  inoculator  of  the  cow-pock  in 
America. 
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Bolton,  of  the  means  to  prevent  them  from  having 
the  fmall-pox  (which  had  occaiioned  great  fata¬ 
lity  among  that  race) ;  and  fuch  confidence  had 
the  copper-coloured  chief  in  the  words  of  his 
father ,  the  Prelident,  that  he  fubmitted  to  be 
inoculated,  together  with  the  reft  of  the  warriors, 
by  the  hands  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  Garnett,  chaplain 
to  Congrefs.  On  their  departure  the  Prelident 
caufed  them  to  be  fupplied  with  the  vaccine  mat¬ 
ter  ;  and  gave  their  interpreter  an  abftracft  of  the 
letter  of  inftru<5Hons  which  I  had  written  to  the 
Prelident* 

Not  long  lince  fifteen  more  chiefs  came  down 
to  Wafhington,  to  receive  the  fame  bleffing  from 
the  clergyman  who  had  inoculated  Little  Tur¬ 
tle  and  the  other  warriors.” 

“  To  the  Editor  of  the  European  Magazine. 

“  A  month  or  two  ago  you  were  pleafed  to  in- 
fert  in  your  Magazine  a  Vaccine  Anecdote  refpecft- 
ing  the  Indian  warrior,  denominated  Little 
Turtle,  which  I  received  from  Profeftor  Water- 
houfe,  of  Bofton  ;  you  feem,  therefore,  entitled 
to  any  further  particulars  connedled  with  this  dift 
tinguifhed  chief  of  the  Miamis. 

This  conlideration  encourages  me  to  com¬ 
municate  an  extradl  from  a  letter,  dated  6  6  City  of 
Wafhington,  July  12th,  1802,”  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  from  my  ingenious  friend  Dr.  Thornton, 
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rehdent  in  that  new  metropolis.  It  is  more  valu¬ 
able,  as  the  information  is  fent  to  me  by  the 
dodlor  without  any  knowledge  of  the  previous 
communication  I  had  been  furniihed  with  from, 
Bofton. 

After  mentioning  my  “  Obfervations  on  the 
Cow- Pock,”,  he  obferves,  “  The  Prefident  of  the 
United  States  has  been  very  inftrumental  in  pro* 
pagating  this  ufeful  knowledge  in  various  parts  of 
this  country,  and  gave  fome  of  the  matter  to 
Little  Turtle,  the  celebrated  Indian  Chiefs 
who  commanded  at  the  defeat  of  our  general  St. 
Clair.  By  a  letter  from  the  Interpreter,  the  In¬ 
dians  among  the  Miamis  had  inoculated  three  hun¬ 
dred ;  and  as  they  were  arriving  from  all  quarters  to 
be  inoculated  when  he  wrote,  4  he  thought  that 
as  many  more  would  receive  the  matter  before  the 
letter  could  arrive  here.’  I  am  in  hopes  that  this 
difeafe  will  no  longer  be  among  the  enemies  of 
thefe  poor  people.  The  Little  Turtle  is  not 
only  one  of  their  greateft  warriors,  but  one  of  the 
moll  polifhed  and  refined,  as  well  as  acute,  of 
the  Indians :  indeed  he  is  confidered  as  a  great 
orator.  I  took  a  very  extenfive  vocabulary  from 
him  of  the  Miamis  language  for  the  Prefident ; 
who  had  had  one  taken  by  Monfieur  Volney  be¬ 
fore  ;  but  I  did  not  find  that  Monfieur  Volney’s 
would  be  generally  underfrood  when  I  fpoke  it. 
This  might  proceed  from  his  making  ufe  of  the 
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Roman  alphabet  only,  which  is  incapable  of  ex- 
preffing  all  the  founds.  Monfieur  Volney,  how¬ 
ever,  wrote  a  very  ingenious  piece,  entituled,cc67//z« 
plification  des  Langues  Orient  ale  s”  which  was  intended 
to  exemplify  particularly  the  founds  of  the  Arabic. 
I  found  that  the  Arabians  have  the  two  founds  of 
the  Englifh  th9  as  in  thine  and  in  thin ,  vocal 
and  afpirate ;  and  I  can  trace  thence  the  ^  of  the 
Saxons,  and  S  of  the  Greeks. 

cc  I  cannot  place  the  defolating  ravages  of  this 
dreadful  difeafe  in  a  more  forcible  light  than  is 
afforded  in  Mackenzie’s  Travels  and  Voyages,  juft 
publifhed  ;  the  relation,  indeed,  exhibits  a  more 
dreadful  fcene  of  carnage  than  what  happened 
many  years  ago  in  Greenland  ;  I  requeft  your  in- 
fertion  of  it  in  this  place. 

“  In  the  c  Voyages  from  Montreal,  on  the  River 
St.  Laurence,  through  the  Continent  of  North 
America,  to  the  Frozen  and  Pacific  Oceans,  in 
the  years  1789  and  1793,’  the  Writer,  in  defend¬ 
ing  fome  fettlements  by  adventurers  from  Canada, 
has  introduced  the  following  account  of  the  dread¬ 
ful  havock  by  the  fmail-pox  among  the  Indians. 

“  Two  of  the  eflablifhments  on  the  Affiniboin 
River  were  attacked,  when  feveral  white  men, 
and  a  greater  number  of  Indians,  were  killed.  In 
fhort,  it  appeared  that  the  natives  had  formed  a 
refolution  to  extirpate  the  traders  *,  and,  without 
entering  into  any  further  reafonings  on  the  fub- 
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je<fl,  it  appears  to  be  incontrovertible,  that  the 
irregularity  purfued  in  carrying  on  the  trade  has 
brought  it  into  its  prefent  forlorn  fltuation  ;  and 
nothing  but  the  greatefl  calamity  that  could  have 
befallen  the  natives,  faved  the  traders  from  deflruc* 
tion  :  this  was  the  fmall-pox,  which  fpread  its 
deflrudlive  and  defolating  power  as  the  fire  con- 
fumes  the  dry  grafs  of  the  field.  The  fatal  in¬ 
fection  fpread  around  with  a  painful  rapidity 
which  no  flight  could  efcape,  and  with  a  fatal 
effedl  that  nothing  could  refill.  It  deftroyed 
with  its  peflilential  breath  whole  families  and 
tribes ;  and  the  horrid  fcene  prefented  to  thofe 
who  had  the  melancholy  and  afflidting  opportunity 
of  beholding  it,  a  combination  of  the  dead,  the 
dying,  and  fuch  as,  to  avoid  the  fate  of  their 
friends  around  them,  prepared  to  difappoint  the 
plague  of  its  prey,  by  terminating  their  own  ex- 
iflence. 

“  The  habits  and  lives  of  thefe  devoted  people, 
which  provided  not  to-day  for  the  wants  of  to¬ 
morrow,  mufl  have  heightened  the  pains  of  fuch 
an  afflidlion,  by  leaving  them,  not  only  without 
remedy,  but  even  without  alleviation.  Nought 
was  left  them  but  to  fubmit  in  agony  and  de- 
fpair. 

66  To  aggravate  the  pidlure,  if  aggravation  were 
poflible,  may  be  added,  the  putrid  carcafles 
which  the  wolves,  with  a  furious  voracity,  dragged 
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forth  from  the  huts,  or  which  were  mangled  with¬ 
in  them  by  the  dogs,  whofe  hunger  was  fatisfied 
with  the  disfigured  remains  of  their  mafters.  Nor 
was  it  uncommon  for  the  father  of  a  family  whom 
the  infedf  ion  had  not  reached,  to  call  them  around 
him,  to  reprefent  the  cruel  bufferings  and  horrid 
fate  of  their  relations,  from  the  influence  of  fome 
evil  fpirit  who  was  preparing  to  extirpate  their 
race  ;  and  to  incite  them  to  baffle  death,  with  all 
its  horrors,  by  their  own  poinards.  At  the  fame 
time,  if  their  hearts  failed  them  in  this  neceffary 
adt,  he  was  himfelf  ready  to  perform  the  deed  of 
mercy  with  his  own  hand,  as  the  laft  adt  of  his 
affedtion,  and  inftantly  to  follow  them  to  the 
common  place  of  reft  and  refuge  from  human 
evil.”  P.  xiv. 

The  accurate  Ring  early  expofed  the  dangerous 
plan  of  general  inoculation  in  the  fleet ;  1  follow¬ 
ed  his  example  in  an  epiftolary  expoftulation  with 
the  Reviewers,  and  charged  them  with  publicly 
patronizing  a  fyftem  calculated  to  extirpate  a  greater 
number  of  the  human  fpecies  in  nine  months  than  had 
been  dejlroyed  by  the  recent  nine  years  war ;  and  in 
my  tf  Obfervations  on  the  Cow-pock,”  I  noticed 
their  oppofition  to  the  vaccine  difcovery ;  which 
I  prefume  has  excited  their  difpleafure.  With 
my  letter  of  remonftrance  was  inclofed  the 
following  table,  which  I  likewife  delivered  to  the 
Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  upon  their 
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inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  petition  on  Dr.  Jen- 
ner’s  difcovery. 

From  the  Yearly  Bills  of  Mortality  in  London. 


Years. 

Total  No. 
of  Burials. 

Dead  of  Small  Pox. 
In  all  1000. 

Years  J 

Total  No. 
of  Burials. 

Dead  of  Small  Pox. 
loall  1000. 

1667 

15842 

1196 

75 

1713 

21057 

1614 

77 

1668 

17278 

1987 

115 

1714 

26569 

2810 

106 

1669 

19432 

951 

49 

1715 

22232 

1057 

48 

1670 

2019S 

1465 

73 

1716 

24436 

2427 

99 

1671 

15/29 

696 

44 

1717 

23446 

2211 

94 

1672 

18230 

1116 

61 

1718 

26523 

1884 

71 

1673 

17504 

853 

49 

1719 

28347 

3229 

114 

1674 

21201 

2507 

118 

1720 

25454 

1440 

57 

1675 

17244 

997 

58 

1721 

26142 

23  75 

91 

1676 

18732 

359 

19 

1722 

25750 

2167 

84 

1677 

19067 

1678 

88 

1731 

25262 

2640 

104 

1678 

20678 

1798 

87 

1732 

23358 

1197 

51 

1679 

21730 

1967 

91 

1733 

29233 

1370 

46 

1680 

21053 

689 

33 

1734 

26062 

2688 

103 

1681 

23971 

2982 

125 

1735 

23538 

1594 

67 

1682 

20691 

1408 

68 

1736 

27581 

3014 

100 

1683 

20587 

2096 

102 

1  737 

27823 

2084 

74 

1684 

23202 

156 

7 

1738 

25825 

1590 

61 

1685 

23222 

2496 

107 

1739 

25432 

1690 

66 

1686 

22609 

1062 

47 

1740 

3081  1 

272  5 

88 

1701 

20471 

1095 

53 

1741 

32169 

1977 

61 

1702 

19481 

311 

16 

1742 

27483 

1429 

52 

1703 

20720 

898 

43 

1743 

25200 

2029 

80 

1704 

22684 

1501 

66 

1744 

20606 

1633 

79 

1705 

22097 

1095 

50 

1745 

21296 

1206 

56 

1706 

19847 

721 

36 

1746 

28157 

3230 

1 14 

1707 

21600 

1078 

50 

1747 

25494 

1380 

54 

1708 

21291 

1687 

79 

1748 

23869 

1789 

75 

J  709 

21800 

1024 

47 

11749 

25516 

2625 

102 

1710 

24620 

3138 

127 

1750 

23727 

1229 

51 

1711 

19833 

915 

46 

1751 

21028 

9  •> 

47 

1712 

21198 

1943 

1  92 

1752 

!1  20485 

3538 

172 
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Total  No. 

Dead  of  SmallPox. 

Years. 

Total  No. 

Dead  of  Small  Pox 

Year?. 

of  Burials. 

In  all 

1000. 

of  Burials 

In  all 

1000. 

1753 

19276 

77  4 

40 

1763 

26143 

3582 

137 

1754 

22696 

2359 

103 

1764 

23202 

2382 

102 

1755 

21917 

1988 

90 

1765 

23230 

2498 

107 

1756 

20872 

1608 

77 

1766 

2391  1 

2334 

97 

1757 

21313 

3296 

154 

1767 

22612 

2188 

96 

1758 

17576 

1  273 

72 

1  768 

23639 

3028 

128 

1759 

19604 

2596 

132 

1769 

21847 

1968 

90 

1760 

1 9830 

2187 

1  10 

1770 

22434 

1986 

88 

1761 

21063 

1525 

72 

1771 

21780 

1 660 

76 

1762 

26336 

2743 

104 

1772 

26053 

3992 

153 

General 

Average. 

1005279 

89628 

89 

That  this  table  produced  confiderable  influence 
upon  the  Committee  is  obvious,  from  the  Abridge 
er  of  the  Report,  Henry  Bankes,  Efq.  having 
introduced  it  into  the  firft  part  of  the  Report  in 
the  following  words :  c<  As  a  comparifon  between 
this  new  practice,  and  the  inoculated  fmall  pox, 
forms  a  principal  confideration  in  the  prefent  inquiry  ^ 
fome  fadls,  with  regard  to  the  latter,  engaged 
the  attention  of  your  Committee ;  and  they  have 
inferted  in  the  Appendix  (N°  44.)  Statements  of 
the  mortality  occafioned  by  the  fmall -pox  in 
forty-two  years  before  inoculation  was  pradlifed  in 
England,  and  of  the  forty-two  years  from  1731  to 
1772  :  the  refult  of  which  appears  to  be,  an  in« 
creafe  of  deaths  amounting  to  17  in  every  1000  ; 
the  general  average  giving  72  in  every  1000,  du¬ 
ring  the  firft  forty -two  years ;  and  89  in  the 
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forty-two  years  ending  with  1772;  fo  as  to  make 
the  whole  excefs  of  deaths  in  the  latter  period 
1,742.” 

That  the  language  of  the  Reviewers  has  recent¬ 
ly  undergone  a  revolution  is  evident  from  their 
comments ;  having  exerted  themfelves  for  up¬ 
wards  of  two  years  again#  vaccine  inoculation, 
and  been  foiled  ;  they  have  endeavoured  to  hide 
the  ignominy  of  defeat  by  excufes  and  fubterfuges, 
which  cannot  be  fupported  by  the  collateral  evi¬ 
dence  of  their  own  writings ;  for  they  obferve, 
44  Seldom,  indeed,  has  a  medical  queftion  of  im- 
44  portance  been  fo  fpeedily  determined;  to  this 
44  decffion  the  modefty  and  candour  of  Dr.  jenner 
54  has  eminently  contributed.” 

Monthly  Review,  Vol.  XXXVIII.  p.316. 

44  We  raifed  various  objections  to  the  attempt 
44  when  firffc  publifhed,  and  have  accumulated 
44  doubts  and  difficulties  to  promote  a  more  accu- 
44  rate  inveftigation.  In  fhort,  by  this  conduCt, 
44  we  have  proved  ourfelves  the  heft  friends  of  the 
44  caufe ,  and  have  given  it  a  folid  foundation, 
44  which  the  fanguine  expectations  of  its  more 
44  eager  favourers  would  not  allow  them  to 
44  eftablifh  firmly.” 

Critical  Review,  Vol.  XXXVL  p.  103. 
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If  oppofition  for  upwards  of  two  years  to  vac¬ 
cine  inoculation,  and  even  recommending  ano¬ 
ther  practice  to  be  fubftituted,  afford  the  beft 
evidence  and  means  of  promoting  it,  I  confefs 
my  ignorance,  Confeffion  of  error  is  ingenuous, 
but  certainly  the  conviction  of  the  Reviewers  was 
not  expedited  by  the  modefiy  and  candour  of  Dr . 
Jenner ;  for  two  years  after  they  drift  contemplated 
this  modefty  and  candour ,  they  continued  their  op¬ 
pofition  to  vaccine  inoculation  ;  and  modefty 
and  candour  were  qualities  that  did  not  hence 
influence  them.  To  rouze  attention,  I  adopted 
a  more  impreftive  tone,  in  a  ftile  foreign 
to  my  ufual  compofition,  with  which  the  Re¬ 
viewers  are  not  unacquainted.  They  term  it 
bombaft  :  but  whatever  epithet  they  may  pleafe 
to  apply,  I  forced  it  upon  myfelf,  to  excite  them 
to  reflection  ;  and  I  fucceeded  much  to  my  gratifi¬ 
cation.  That  the  table  of  deaths  by  the  fmall- 
pox  might  convince  them  of  the  danger  of  inocu¬ 
lating  it,  I  cannot  doubt ;  or  that  the  important 
facts  which  it  exhibits  are  invincible.  Had  they 
been  acquainted  with  this  table  previoufly  to  their 
recommendation  of  fmalhpox  inoculation,  they 
rnuft  have  been  more  criminal  than  I  have  hither¬ 
to  prefumed ;  becaufe  they  would  then  have  been 
apprized  of  the  probable  fatality  of  the  advice 
they  publifhed,  in  condemning  Dr.  Trotter’s  pro- 
pofition— advice  calculated  to  defolate  the  world  ; 
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an  opinion  I  would  by  no  means  entertain  of  them. 
As  I  made  the  firft  attack  on  the  authors  of  the 
Critical  Review,  it  might  be  fuppofed  that  they 
would  infliCl  the  moft  fevere  chaftizement  in  the 
afperity  of  recrimination,  and  I  was  prepared  to 
receive  the  fharpeft  prick  of  their  pen  ;  but,  their 
unprovoked  attack  on  Dr.  Jenner  can  only  be  at¬ 
tributed  to  the  envy  which  fuperior  merit  too  - 
often  excites.  Thofe  who  know  the  private  cha¬ 
racter  of  Dr.j  enner,  and  can  appreciate  the  impor¬ 
tance  of  a  difcovery  which  entitles  him  to  the  gra¬ 
titude  of  an  admiring  world,  will  read  with  ftrong 
difapprobation  the  contumelious  reflections  of  thofe 
Critics  in  their  XXXVIth  volume,  pp.  197.  199. 

Every  one  muft  know  that  the  few  cafes  re- 
**'  corded  by  Dr.  Jenner  might  have  been  ob- 
ferved  while  running.  The  original  fad  was 
known  [by  whom  ?],  and  the  application  only 
was  required,  which  every  medical  man  muft 
fee  would  confume  but  a  very  moderate  portion 
of  time  —  no  talents,  but  eye -light — no  men- 
66  tal  exertion,  but  common  attention.  Dr.  Jen¬ 
ner,  indeed,  reflgned  his  praCfice  on  this  pub¬ 
lication,  and  came  to  London.  He  might  as 
well  have  done  fo  on  the  publication  of  his 
paper  on  the  natural  hiftory  of  the  Cuckoo, 
and  expecfted  a  national  remuneration.  We 
u  can  truly  fay,  that  had  the  fubjeCt  been  left  as 
it  was  by  Dr.  Jenner,  the  doClrine  would  have 
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66  found  few  advocates,  and  the  practice  fewer 
followers.  The  labours  of  Dr.  Pearfon  and 
“  Dr.  Woodville  are  fo  varied,  important,  and 
beneficial  —  they  have  placed  a  fubjedt  incum- 
bered  with  difficulties  and  contradictions  in  a 
u  point  of  view  fo  clear,  forcible,  and  fcientific, 
€6  that  they  cannot,  without  a  little  indignation, 
fee  praifes  and  rewards  ffrikingly  exclufive.” 

By  this  difengenuous  mode  of  induction,  Co¬ 
lumbus,  who  difcovered  America,  has  lefs  claim 
to  merit,  than  the  captains  of  merchantmen  who 
follow  or  improve  the  tradl  that  led  to  a  difcovery, 
which  unveiled  a  new  hemifphere  to  his  wonder¬ 
ing  but  ungrateful  countrymen. 
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SECTION  III. 


ON  DR,  JENNER’S  DISCOVERY  OF 
VACCINE  INOCULATION. 


With  minds  not  capable  of  cherifhing  a  ca¬ 
pacious  objedt,  or  jealous  of  greatnefs  in  others, 
the  firft  impreffion  is  to  affume  magifterial  dig¬ 
nity,  by  obftinate  oppofition  ;  but  when  Truth 
overcomes  fupercilioiis  dogmatifm,  the  ealiefi; 
fubterfuge  is  to  detract  from  the  importance  of 
the  prize,  or  of  the  individual  who  obtained  it. 
Perhaps  the  reader  may  think  thefe  refledtions  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  conduct  of  Reviewers,  who  not 
only  obftinately  oppofed  vaccine  inoculation,  but 
recommended  the  pradlice  of  inoculation  with  the 
fmall-pox.  Driven  at  length  from  this  untenable 
poll:,  by  the  evidence  given  before  the  Committee 
of  the  Houfe  of  Commons,  on  Dr.  Jenner’s  petition, 
in  March  1802,  and  the  manufcript  that  was  pre¬ 
sented  to  them  about  that  time,  they  now  attempt 
to  detract  from  the  character  of  this  diftinguifbed 

phyfician^ 


32 


phyfician,  by  denying  him  the  merit  of  the  dif- 
covery  of  vaccine  inoculation,  and  confequently 
unworthy  of  parliamentary  reward,  although  they 
afterwards  reludlantly  admit  it ;  but  why  reward 
him  for  a  thing  of  no  gyeat  ingenuity ,  and  with¬ 
out  claim  to  invention  ?  This  Grange  inconfiftency 
they  thus  explain:  “  With  refpedl  to  the  exag- 
“  gerated  panegyric  on  Dr.  Jenner,  we  muft 
again  repeat,  that  it  was  no  dif cover y ;  it  was 
cc  at  leajl  no  difeovery  which  he  could  claim ; 
a  fall  well  known  among  milkmen  (not  among 
Reviewers).  He  tried  under  his  own  eye,  and 
**  publifhed,  the  experience  of  others  (what  others  ?) 
u  as  well  as  of  himfelf.  In  reality  he  only  ex - 
>u  tended  what  was  before  confined ;  for  if  it  were 
known  by  milking  infedled  cows,  it  was  no 
<c  great  ftretch  of  thought  to  communicate  it 
under  the  fkin  (why  had  it  then  never  been 
€(  done  ?);  if  in  one  cafe  it  prevented  the  fmall- 
**  pox,  no  great  ingenuity  was  requifite  to  perceive 
i6  that  it  moft  probably  would  do  fo  in  the  other. 
€i  We  mean  not  to  deprefs  the  merit  of  Dr.  Jen- 
*c  ner  (what  then  do  you  mean  ?)  nor  the  ad- 
vantages  of  the  cow-pock.  He  merits  much 
“  praife*,  and  the  reward  he  has  obtained  for  the 

*  The  fame  Reviewers  afterwards  intimate  (p.  197),  that 
he  was  as  much  entitled  to  parliamentary  reward  for  writing 
the  natural  hiftory  of  the  cuckoo  as  for  this  great  difeovery  of 
vaccine  inoculation  !  See  Sedt.  II.  p.  29. 
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“  promulgation  of  the  fadt — and,  if  his  friends 
“  pleafe,  for  the  application  of  his  knowledge, 
“  to  the  fpecific  purpofe  of  his  guarding  againd 

a  dangerous  difeafe.  We  admit  the  whole  im» 
“  portance  of  the  objedl ;  but  why  his  claim  to 
64  the  praife  of  invention  ?  (to  whom  then  is  it 
64  due  ?),f 

Critical  Review,  vol.  XXXVI.  p.  103. 

[The  words  enclofed  in  parenthefis  are  not  in 
the  original.] 

To  imitate  the  Reviewers  in  their  hypothetical 
ifs,  I  will  beg  leave  to  add  fome  other  ifs,  as  pro¬ 
per  companions  and  expletives  :  If  the  drib 
man,  whofe  foot  made  an  impreffion  on  the  fand, 
had  made  an  induction,  which  was  fo  natural,  of 
taking  the  impreffions  from  other  fubftances ;  and 
if  thefe  impreffions  had  been  taken,  and  conveyed 
on  paper,  or  linen  ;  then  the  art  of  printing  had 
not  been  a  fecret  for  upwards  of  five  thoufand 
years. 

However  boldly  the  charge  again#  Dr.  Jenner 
is  denounced,  I  will  venture  to  conclude  that 
every  pradlitioner  in  Europe  will  view  with  con¬ 
tempt,  infinuations  equally  unwarrantable  and  un¬ 
becoming. 

In  June  1798,  Dr.  jenner  fir#  publifhed  his 
4  Inquiry  into  the  Cow-pock/'  It  was  then,  and 
for  two  years  afterwards,  fo  little  underftood  by 

the 


the  Reviewers  themfelves,  that,  1  repeat  again, 
they  preferred  inoculation  of  the  fmall-pox ; 
and  fo  far  were  they  then  of  opinion  that  Dr, 
Jenner  had  no  claim  to  invention ,  that  they  dif- 
couraged  the  practice  of  vaccine  inoculation, 
profeffedly,  as  appears  by  their  own  words, “  that 

our  brave  fearnen  might  not  be  among  the  fir  ft  fub~ 
46  jefts  of  experiment  f 

Monthly  Review,  vol.  XXXII.  p.249.  July  1 800* 

How  a  thing  can  be  no  difcovery ,  and  yet  to 
practice  it  fhall  conftitute  the firftt  experiment ,  re¬ 
quires  explanation. 

That  Dr.  Jenner  juftly  petitioned  for  a  reward 
for  the  difcovery  of  vaccine  inoculation,  was  the 
general  opinion  of  the  gentlemen  examined  before 
the  Committee  of  the  Houfe  of  Commons ;  and 
that  if  Dr.  Jenner  had  not  made  and  published 
his  difcovery,  vaccine  inoculation  had  hill  re¬ 
mained  unknown. 

In  a  fubfec]uent  Review,  vol.  XXXVI.  p.  196, 
are  the  following  afler lions. 

4 *  It  is  a  well-known  faef  in  many  countries, 
when  perfons  had  been  infedfed  by  milking  a 
cow,  with  thefe  peculiar  eruptions,  they  were  in¬ 
capable  of  receiving  the  fmall-pox.  Where  then 
is  the  dihindlion  ?  The  conftitution  can  receive 
it  from  touching  the  fores,  and  may  of  courfe  re¬ 
ceive  it  from  inferting  the  matter  under  the  ikin. 

To 
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To  call  this  adifcovery,  is  a  mockery,  and  abufe 
of  words.” 

A  greater  mockery  of  candour,  or  abufe  of  phi- 
lofophical  induction,  never  difgraced  a  literary 
performance  ;  and  a  more  ungrateful  attempt  to 
detradl  from  the  merit  due  to  a  great  difcovery, 
never  adluated  an  envious  heart.  In  a  previous 
fentence  the  fame  Reviewers  declare  themfelves, 
44  the  bed:  friends  of  the  caufe  but  if  this  be 
the  ftandard  of  their  friendfhip,  what  muft  be  the 
bitternefs  of  their  enmity  !  Dr.  Jenner  has  uniform¬ 
ly  admitted,  that 44  when  perfons  had  been  infedled 
by  milking  a  cow  with  thefe  peculiar  eruptions,  they 
were  incapable  of  receiving  the  fmall-pox.”  After 
thus  folemnly  announcing  what  every  body  knew, 
theReviewers,  prefuming  upon  having  hereby  gained 
fome  proud  pre-eminence,  vauntingly  aik/4  Where 
44  then  is  the  diitindlion  ?”  If  they  had  deigned 
to  have  perufed  Dr.  Jenner’ s  publications  on  the 
fuhjedt,  or  the  Report  of  the  Committee  on  his 
petition,  they  might  have  acquired  the  mod:  de~ 
cidve  and  fatisfadlory  anfwer ;  but,  as  I  have  had 
repeated  occadons  to  notice  their  want  of  recol- 
ledlion,  as  well  as  their  inaccuracy  in  quotation, 
I  will  refrefh  their  memory  with  an  extradh  from 
both  my  performances.  Hints,  vol.  111.  p.  3. 
Obfervations,  p.  3.  64  Although  the  cow-pock 
had  long  dnce  been  found  by  incidental  expe¬ 
rience  a  fecurity  againft  the  final  1-pox,  it  had 

never 
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never  been  applied  to  any  beneficial  purpofe,  till 
the  genius  of  Jenner  difcriminated  its  powers,  and 
introduced  it  into  practice,  as  a  permanent  fecu- 
rity  againft  the  variolous  infection.  This  preven¬ 
tive  quality  of  the  vaccine  fluid  was  certainly 
known  even  to  fcientihc  profeifional  men  many 
years  ago  ;  but,  ftrange  as  it  may  now  appear,  no 
one,  till  Jenner  promulgated  his  difcovery,  had 
ever  improved  that  knowledge,  by  applying  it  to 
the  procefs  of  inoculation.  About  twenty  years 
ago,  when  Dr.  Archer  was  the  phyfician  of  the 
hofpital  for  inoculation,  Catherine  Williams,  now 
Titchenor,  from  Cricklade,  in  Wiltfhire,  who 
had  had  the  cow-pock  in  confequence  of  milking 
cows,  came  to  her  brother  in  London  (where  fhe 
is  now  relident),  who,  being  defirous  of  afcer- 
taining  whether  this  circumftance  could  be  de¬ 
pended  upon,  as  preventive  of  the  fmall-pox, 
fent  her  to  the  hofpital  for  inoculation,  when  fhe 
received  the  variolous  matter  from  Dr.  Archer ; 
againft  which,  however,  fhe  was  proof ;  and  the 
fmall-pox,  of  courfe,  could  not  be  communi¬ 
cated  :  but  no  advantage  was  derived  from  this 
faCt. 

“  Archer  was  a  prudent,  cautious,  and  rather 
timid  practitioner ;  and  the  hofpital  for  inoculation 
owes  much  of  its  importance  to  his  perfevering  at- 
tention  to  its  interefts ;  but  he  neither  poftefled 
the  fpirit  or  penetrating  inquiry  of  Woodville; 
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hor  the  genius  or  difcovery  of  that  man  who  has 
formed  a  new  sera  in  medical  fcience.’8 

To  return  to  your  avowal*  as  66  the  heft  friends 
t(  to  the  caufe ”  of  Dr.  Jenner.  When  you  reprefent 
his  claim  to  the  difcovery  of  vaccine  inoculation 
as  a  mockery  and  abufe  of  words ;  it  mull:  refult. 
That  if  Dr.  Jenner  acquired  parliamentary  reward 
for  what  he  knew  was  no  difcovery,  then  Dr.  Jen¬ 
ner  is  a  public  impollor,  and  has  acquired  remu- 
neration  under  falfe  pretences.  But  if  Dr.  Jenner, 
as  has  been  proved,  be  the  difcoverer  of  vaccine 
inoculation,  then  the  Critical  Reviewers  are  falfe 
accufers  and  public  calumniators. 
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PART  II. 

'  J  -i 


SECTION  I. 

ON  THE  MEANS  OF  PREVENTING 
FEBRILE  CONTAGION. 


et  The  Nurfes  and  Attendants  fhould  occafionally 
4  4  go  into  the  open  air,  and  expofe  themfelves  if 
poffibie  to  a  breeze  ;  a  little  Red  Wine ,  or  a  de- 
£C  codfion  of  the  Peruvian  Bark,  may  be  alfo 
drank  in  the  word:  fit  nations ;  and  fhould  any 
bad  tafte  be  perceived  in  the  mouth  and  throat* 
it  fhould  be  immediately  gargled  and  wafhed 
with  Brandy  ;  after  vehich  about  a  table  fpoonful 
fhould  be  fwallowed.” 

Critical  Review*  New  Series*  voh  XXXIL  p.443* 

D  2  In 


In  confequence  of  this  recommendation  to  Nurfes 
and  attendants  on  fever-patients,  I  fent  to  thefe 
Reviewers,  not  only  an  epiftolary  addrefs,  (Sedt.  L 
p.  9  )  butlikewife  inferted  in  my  “  Hints  defigned 
to  promote  Beneficence,  Temperance,  and  Me- 
44  dlcai  Science,”  the  following  animadverfion  : 

44  Dr.  Haygarth,  in  the  invefdgation  of  the  Rules 
of  Prevention,  feems  as  folidtous  to  avoid  every 
fupernuous  reftridtion,  as  to  include  all  ufeful  re¬ 
gulations  i  and,  from  the  numerous  fadts  he  has 
adduced,  it  is  indubitably  proved,  that  neither 
fumigations,  nor  wine,  bark  or  brandy,  are  ne~ 
ceiTary  ;  and  medical  vilitors,  or  others,  could 
not  conveniently  carry  wine,  bark,,  and  brandy, 
in  their  pockets ;  and  were  nurfes  and  attendants 
to  drink  brandy  as  often  as  they  perceive  a  bad 
tafte  in  the  mouth  and  throat,  they  would  rarely 
be  fober.  The  ufe  of  fpirituous  liquors  fhould  not 
be  recommended  to  either  fex  ;  the  habit  is  already 
too  predominant.  Howard,  who  drank  nothing 
but  milk  and  water,  would  not  have  given  this 
advice/'  VoL  I.  p.  279. 

From  this  oppofition  to  literary  defpotifm  I  ra« 
ther  expended,  than  deprecated,  vengeance  ;  and  I 
have  certainly,  if  this  were  courted,  been  amply 
gratified  :  but,  in  return  for  personalities,  and 
iarcaftic  infults,  I  fhall  avoid  all  invective,  and 
Hopt  a  language  becoming  that  refpedl  which  I 
.11  entertain  or  this  learned  body. 
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When  the  advice  to  drink  brandy  is  given  to 
Nurfes  by  the  Reviewers,  I  prefume  that  they  do 
not  mean  to  confine  this  exhilarating  liquor  to  this 
refpeCtable  tribe  of  old  women  only,  becaufe  they 
acknowlege  themfelves  addicted  to  the  fame 
potations ;  although,  I  imagine,  no  author,  how¬ 
ever  infulted  by  them,  ever  clafifed  them  with 
old  women.  Hence,  it  may  be  candidly  inferred, 
that,  when  they  introduce  their  own  bibulous 
difpoiition  on  vifiting  fever-patients,  they  meant 
to  exhibit  themfelves  as  graduate  doctors.  In  Lon¬ 
don,  every  apothecary  can  determine,  from  the 
number  of  prescriptions  he  compounds,  the  extent 
ofprofeffional  vifits;  and  it  is  not  afcribirigtoo  great 
a  proportion  of  practice  to  a  phyfician  in  ordinary 
employment  to  admithis  vifitingeightfever-patients 
a  day,  which  allows  him  to  claim  as  many  table- 
fpoonfuls  of  brandy,  or  four  ounces  in  weight, 
befides  the  benefit  of  previouily  wafhing  the 
mouth  and  throat  with  the  fame  antifeptic  fluid, 
by  way  of  preparing  the  organs  of  tafte  for  the 
true  reiifh  and  enjoyment  of  the  genuine  Coniac, 
But  to  a  medical  Reviewer,  whofe  profeffional 
range  and  experience  muff  exceed  thofe  of  an 
ordinary  phyfician,  it  would  be  a  reflection 
upon  his  dignity  to  affign  lefs  than  double  the 
number  of  fever-patients,  which  would  of  courfe 
entitle  him  to  fixteen  table-fpoonfuls  of  brandy, 
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befides  the  quantity  neceffary  to  wafh  the  fauces 
and  throat ;  and  after  all  thefe  exertions,  to  adt  as 
a  medical  Reviewer,  mnft  indubitably  prove  him 
to  be  ftrong-headed  indeed. 

After  gratuitoufly  recommending  this  dofe,  the 
Reviewers  feem  to  have  found,  by  fubfequent  ex^ 
perience,  that  it  was  rather  too  potent  ;  for,  in 
attempting  to  elude  the  force  of  my  charge  again  ft 
them,  they  have  omitted  the  prefcription  of 
f wallowing  table  fpoonfuls ,  and  fubftituted  that  of 
a  little  brandy  only ,  to  wajh  the  mouthy  and  gargle 
the  throat ;  but  not  a  word  of  [wallowing  it ,  which 
mu  ft  be  very  tantalizing  indeed  to  the  good 
women,  who  had  been  previoufly  inftrudted  not 
only  to  wajh ,  but  to  f wallow .  Farther  to  glofs 
over  the  prevarication,  they  introduce  a  tale  about 
ignorance  and  inattention  ;  and  quote  Linnaeus  and 
Borgius  to  prove  that  brandy  will  tickle  the  throat 
as  well  as  the  mouth ;  a  matter  which  was  never 
difcufled  by  me.  But,  whether  from  ignorance ,  in - 
attention >  or  jhamey  the  very  fubjedt  about  which 
I  contended  is  now  totally  omitted  ;  and  the  farce 
is  concluded  with  we  think  that  true  humanity 

would  not  have  blamed  us.”  Who  are  the  we  ? 
I  never  cenfured  them  on  the  fcore  of  humanity ; 
but,  now  they  covet  a  conteft,  I  fhall  fubmit  to 
gratify  them  in  a  fubfequent  fedtion. 

To  revert  to  the  immediate  objedt  of  dif- 
cpffionj,  it  appears  that,  by  fome  caufe  or  other, 

they 
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they  are  not  always  equally  clear-lighted.  I  have 
therefore  placed  their  own  alfertions  in  fuch  an  ap-* 
polite  point  of  view  that  they  may  be  better  enabled 
to  read  them,  and  explain  their  different  im¬ 
port. 


CRITICAL  REVIEW, 

Vol.  XXXII.  p.  443. 

First  Assertion , 

44  The  Nurses  and  at- 
44  tendants  should  occa- 
44  sionally  go  into  the  ©pen 
44  air,  and  expose  them- 
44  selves,  if  possible,  to  a 
44  breeze  ;  a  little  redwine> 
44  or  a  decoction  of  the 
44  Peruvian  bark,  mav  be 
44  also  drunk,  in  the  worst 
44  situations  ;  and,  should 
44  any  bad  taste  be  per- 
44  ceived  in  the  mouth  and 
44  throat ,  it  should  be  im- 
44  mediately  gargled,  and 
44  washed  with  Brandy. 
44  After  which ,  about  a  ta- 
44  ble  spoonful  should  be 
44  swallowed  F 
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CRITICAL  REVIEW. 

Vol.  XXXVI.  p.  92. 

Explanation. 

44  Among  the  preserva- 
44  tives  against  infection 
44  we  had  mentioned  a  lit - 
44  'tie  Brandy ,  to  wash  the 
44  mouth  and  gargle  the 
44  throat ,  when  any  bad 
44  taste  was  perceptible  n 
44  either  or  both.  It  h^s 
44  unfortunately  happened, 
44  either  from  ignorance 
44  or  inattention,  that  this 
44  direction  has  been  con- 
44  sidered  as  superfluous, 
44  because  every  bad  taste 
44  must  be  perceived  in  the 
44  mouth  or  throat.  We 
44  say  44  from  ignorance  f 
44  because  Linnaeus,  Bor- 
44  gius,  and  others  who 
44  speak  of  the  organs  of 
4  4  taste,  mention  both,  with 
44  the  instances  of  such 

44  sub- 
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“  substances  as  affect  one, 
“  and  those  which  are  per-* 
“  ceived  chiefly  in  the 
*£  other;  or  u from  maU 
(C  tendon  f  because  it  is  well 
“  known,  that  eflluviawill 
“  be  perceived  in  either : 
“  slight  ones  in  the  mouth, 

•  €(  and  more  dangerous 

“  ones  in  the  throat.  We 
“  think  that  true  humanity 
<c  would  not  have  blamed 
4‘  us,’* 

In  this  curious  elucidation,  the  /wallowing  of  red 
wine,  bark,  and  brandy ,  are  carefully  kept  out  of 
fight,  for  reafons  too  obvious  to  be  hidden  by  this 
flimfy  parade  of  words# 

To  return,  however,  to  their  own  favourite,  the 
brandy-bottle,  I  am  enabled  to  explain  a  very 
abftrufe  fubjedt  introduced  into  their  Review, 
where  they  inti  mate  (Critical  Review,  vol.  XXXVI, 
-p.  91)  :  “  We  did  not  augur  much  of  the  merit 
€C  of  the  Silhouettes,  when  we  faw  the  Editor’s 
€C  ftiade  in  the  title-page.^  Concealing  the  name, 
a  we  fiiowed  it  to  foroe  good  judges :  they  decided 
4C  it  to  be  the  reprefen tative  of  a  young  under- 
€€  graduate,  pert,  conceited,  and  fhallow.”  On 
the  accuracy  of  this  decifion  the  publick  will  de¬ 
cide  :  of  the  ferfonal  folitencfs  of  the  Reviewers  no 

one 
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one  can  doubt.  That  they  thought  they  perceived 
fuch  a  character  I  can  eafily  conceive  ;  for  it  is 
not  unnatural  to  conclude,  that,  after  indulging 
in  the  quantity  of  brandy  they  have  acknowledged 
themfelves  and  their  friends  addi&ed  to,  their 
vifion  might  be  perverted,  and,  inftead  of  their 
good  judges  deciding  from  the  periphery  of  the 
Silhouette,  they  might  undergo  an  optical  delujion , 
occalioned  by  the  fparkling  of  the  Coniac,  and 
might  be  really  contemplating  the  periphery  of 
each  other.  As  thefe  are  unknown  to  me,  I  am 
not  a  competent  judge  of  the  truth  of  thefe 
refledied  rays ;  but,  from  the  rude  perfonality 
with  which  I  have  been  treated,  the  fpirit  of 
Coniac  does  no  feem  to  have  been  a  lying  one  on 
this  fuppofition. 

To  affift  the  Reviewers,  however,  in  the  diferi- 
mination  of  the  effe&s  ofvarious  liquors,  I  have  an¬ 
nexed  a  Barometer,  which  I  originally  received  from 
my  friend  Dr.  Rufh  of  Philadelphia; and,  with  feme 
alterations,  formerly  publifhed  in  atradl,  entitled. 

Hints  on  the  EfFecls  of  a  Little  Drop.”  I  had 
not,  at  that  time,  feen  their  recommendation  of 
fable  fpoonfuls ;  otherwife  the  title  might  have 
been  improved. 


p 


AMORAL 


70— 


6o— 


40— 


20 — 


A  MORAL  and  PHYSICAL  THERMOMETER : 

or,  A  Scale  of  the  Progress  of  Temperance  and  Intemperance. 
Liquors,  with  their  Effects,  in  their  ufual  Order . 

TEMPERANCE. 

■f  WAT  E  R 


Milk  and  Water 


*  Small  Beer 


Cider  and  Perry 


Wine 


Porter 


Strong  Beer 


1  r 

i  1 

b 

1 

J 


1 


>■ 


Health,  Wealth, 

Serenity  of  mind, 
Reputation,  long  life,  and 
Happinefs. 

Cheerfulnefs, 


Strength  and 


>  Nourifhment,  when  taken  only 


r 


at  meals,  and  in  moderate 


quantities. 


3  0 — 


20 — 


INTEMPERANCE. 


Punch 


1 


_ _ Toddy  and  Crank 
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Grog,  and 
Brandy  and 
Water 


1  > 

—I _ _  Flip  and  Shrub 


M 


7c— 


r  Bitters  infufed 
^  in  Spirits 
A  Ufquebaugh 
Hyixeric  Water 

{Gin,  Annifeed, 
Brandy,  Rum, 
and  Whilky  in 
the  Morning. 

C  Do.  during  the  ( 

c  Dciy  and  dyght.  J 


VICES. 

Idlenefs 

Peedfhnefs 

Quarrelling 

Fighting 

Lying 

Swearing 

Gbfcenity 

Swindling 

Perjury 

Burglary 

Murder 

Suicide. 
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DISEASES..  "j 
S'cknefs 
Puking,  and 
Tremors  of  the 
Hands  in,  the 
Morning 
Bloated  nets 
Inflamed  Eyes 
Red  Nofe  and  Face 
Sore  and  Swelled' 
Legs 
Jaundice 

Pains  in  the  Limbs, 
and  burning  in 
the  Palms  of  the 
Hands,  and  Soles 
of  the  Feet 
Droply 
Epilepfy 
Melanclioly 
Mad  nefs 
Paify 

Apoplexy 
Death, 
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PUNISH¬ 
MENTS. 

Debt 

Black-Eyes 
Rags- 
Hunger 
Hofpital 
Poor-houfe 
Jail 

Whipping 
The  Hulks 
Botany  Bay 

,  GALLOWS* 
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SECTION  II. 


ON  THE  ESTABLISHMENT  OF 
CHARITABLE  INSTITUTIONS. 


HP 

1  HE  Reviewers  introduce  their  Philippic  againft 
the  Inftitutions  defcribed  in  my  “  Hints  defigned 
to  promote  Beneficence,  Temperance,  and 
44  Medical  Science,”  in  the  words  following : 
Humanity,  as  now  managed,  is  an  exhaufilefs 
ftore.  We  mean  not  to  intimate  the  flighted: 
difapprohation  of  thefe  Inftitutions,  or  of  Hu- 
64  manity  in  general :  but,  when  we  fee  pomp  and 
egotifm  affirming  its  garb  ;  when  vanity  and 
oftentation  occafionally  peep  from  beneath  the 
tx  robe  ;  we  feel  no  little  difguft,  from  comparing 
6i  the  fafcinating  exterior  with  the  unpleafing 
contents.  This  difguft  is  heightened  into  hor- 
ror,  when  we  refledf  on  the  fatal  confequences, 

of 
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of  fome  eager,  but  miflaken,  zealots  in  the 
tc  caufe  of  benevolence :  they  trembled  at  the 
c<  fatal  effe6ls  of  defpotifm,  and  were  convulfed 
e(  with  the  apprehenfion  of  lettres  de  cachets :  they 
1  (<  have  been  rewarded  by  deportation  to  Cayenne15 
cc  and  by  the  Guillotine  ;  the  cries  of  the  unhappy 
*c  Negroes  haunted  their  repofe  ;  and  they  un- 
bound  their  hands,  which  were  in  a  moment 
raifed  againfl  their  former  mailers,  and  have 
€e  deluged  vaft  regions  with  blood. 

“  We  know  the  delicate  foundation  on  which 
6€  we  Hand,  and  the  advantages  that  may  be 
sc  taken  of  the  opinions  thus  offered.  We  are  pro - 
f€  pared  to  repel  them ,  and  to  oppofe  chilling  fadls 
againfl  miflaken  zeal.” 

Critical  Review,  Vol.  XXXVL  p.  91. 

The  cenfure  of,  or  charges  exhibited  again  fl, 
the  Charities  eftablifhed  in  London,  being  general, 
it  is  difficult  to  know  how  to  repel  the  general  in- 
finuations  :  for  no  arguments  are  offered  ;  except 
indeed  that  the  French  made  ufe  of  the  guillo¬ 
tine  ;  and  that  the  oppreffed  Africans  in  St.  Do¬ 
mingo  endeavoured  to  emancipate  themfelves 
from  flavary.  Thefe  indeed  can  fcarcely  be  con- 
lidered  as  arguments  againfl  Britifh  beneficence ; 
they  are  arguments  that  have  frequently  been 
urged  by  writers  againfl  Freedom  and  Religion.  If 
the  abufe  of  an  objed  afforded  a  fufficient  plea 

againfl 
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againfl  its  utility,  not  only  Freedom,  but  Religion 
muft  be  discarded  the  world.  Indeed,  the  induc¬ 
tion  againfl  Inflitutions  in  London,  in  confe- 
quence  of  the  guillotine  in  France,  and  of  ha¬ 
ve  ry  in  the  Indies,  appears  fo  foreign  and  map- 
plicable,  that,  as  the  Reviewers  have  hated  it,  it 
rather  perplexes  than  convinces.  Perhaps,  by 
placing  the  arguments  in  the  form  of  fyllogifm, 
they  may  appear  more  lucid,  thus: 

“  The  French  profeffed  to  promote  the  natu¬ 
ral  rights  of  humanity,  and  of  liberty  or  freedom; 
but  the  French  cruelly  guillotined  jthe  people, 
and  enflaved  the  Negroes  in  the  Indies :  Therefore, 
to  promote  the  natural  rights  of  humanity  and 
of  liberty,  is  impolitic  and  wicked.”  Thus  fur¬ 
ther  elucidated  by  the  fame  mode  of  argumenta¬ 
tion  : 

“  The  profefTors  of  the  Chriilian  Religion 
taught  univerfal  benevolence,  or  charity;  butpro- 
feiTors  of  Chriflianity  have  perfecuted  and  cruelly 
put  to  death  more  people  in  Europe,  than  now 
dwell  upon  it :  Therefore,  to  teach  Chriflianity, 
and  univerfal  benevolence,  is  impolitic  and 
wicked.” 

My  “  Hints  on  Beneficence,  Temperance,  and 

Medical  Science,”  embraced  the  hiflories  of 
moft  of  the  principal  Charities  eflablifhed  in  the 
Metropolis;  and,  in  commenting  on  my  publica¬ 
tion,  we  find  an  inventive  againfl  Benevolence 
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is  introduced.  Hence  it  is  to  be  prefumed.,  that 
their  cenfure  extended  to  all  of  them;  on  which 
account  I  fhall  enumerate  them  here,  that  the 
reader  may  pofTefs  the  whole  matter  before  him. 

64  Contents  of  Vol.  I. 

€€  Sedl.  I.  Hints  refpedling  the  immediate 
effedls  of  Poverty. 

44  Seel.  II.  Hints  refpedling  the  Diftreffes  of 
€C  the  Poor  in  1794,  1795  ;  and  continued  to  the 
44  prefent  Time. 

44  Sedl.  III.  Hints  refpedling  the  Society  for 
44  bettering  the  Condition,  and  in  creating  the 
44  Comforts,  of  the  Poor. 

44  Sedl.  IV.  Hints  refpedling  the  Society  for 
44  the  Difcharge  and  Relief  of  Perfons  imprifoned 
44  for  fmall  Debts. 

44  Sedl.  V.  Hints  refpecling  Female  Character, 
44  and  a  Repofitory  for  Female  Induhry. 

44  Sedl.  VI.  Hints  refpecling  the  Prevention  and 
44  Cure  of  Infedlious  Fevers,  and  the  Eftablifh- 
44  ment  of  Houfes  of  Recovery,, 

44  Contents  of  Vol.  II. 

44  Sedl.  I.  Hints  refpedling  a  Samaritan  Society, 
44  Sedl.  II.  Hints  refpedling  Crimes  and  Pu- 

44  nifhments. 

44  Sedl.  III.  Hints  refpecling  Wills  and  Tef- 

44  taments. 

44  Sedl. 
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ts  Se6h  IV.  Hints  refpefting  a  Female  Benefit 
Club  and  Lying-in  Charity. 

Se6l.  V.  Hints  refpecling  a  Village  Society. 
Se6f.  VI.  Hints  refpecling  the  Support  and 
Education  of  the  Deaf  and  Dumb  Children  of 
**  the  Poor. 

c£  SeCl.  VII.  Hints  refpeCling  the  Employment 
of  the  Blind. 

66  3e6l.  VIII.  Flints  refpe&ing  the  Monument 
ere&ed  to  John  Howard,  in  St.  Paul’s  Cathe- 
dral. 

SeCl.  IX.  Hints  for  eUabli filing  a  Society  for 
promoting  ufeful  Literature. 

“  SeCl.  X.  Flints  to  Mailers  and  Miflrefles  re- 
fpeCling  Female  Servants. 

Seel.  XL  Hints  refpe&ing  Religious  Perfe- 
X(  cution. 

C£  SeCl.  XII.  Hints  refpe&ing  Humane  Socie- 
ties  for  the  Recovery  of  Drowned  Perfons. 

Contents  of  Vol.  III. 

(e  SeCl.  I.  Flints  refpeCling  the  Cow-Pock. 

66  Sec0:  1 1.  Hints  addrelTed  to  Card-Parties. 

Sect,  HI.  Hints  refpeCling  the  Eftablilhment 
of  Schools  for  extending  Education  to  the  Poor. 

Seel.  IV.  Flints  refpe&ing  the  Philanthropic 
Society. 

Se6l.  V.  Hints  defigned  to  promote  the 
EUablifhment  of  Difpenfaries  for  extending  Me- 

66  dical 
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u  dical  Relief  to  the  Poor  at  their  own  Habitat 
tions. 

44  Se<ft.  VI.  Hints  refpefting  the  Bite  of  a 
4i  Mad-Dog,  or  rabid  Animal. 

“  Se<5L  VII.  Hints  for  eftablifhing  a  Sea- 
bathing  Infirmary  at  Margate,  for  the  Poor  of 
London. 

cc  Secf.  VIII.  Hints  for  the  Eftablifhment  of  a 
€(  Medical  Society  in  London. 

“  Se<ft.  IX.  Hints  refpecfting  a  Subfiitute  for 
**  Wheatcn  Bread/’ 

Thefe  volumes  are  ill  nitrated  by  upwards  of 
thirty  engravings. 

From  the  accounts  of  Manchefter,  Liverpool, 
and  Chelter,  agreeably  to  the  writings  of  Percival, 
Haygarth,  Currie,  and  others,  the  diitreffes  of  the 
poor  were  fufficient  to  excite  the  pity  of  the 
molt  obdurate  heart,  and  to  render  the  benevo¬ 
lent  inhabitants,  who  were  above  want,  open  to 
the  voice  of  humanity.  The  hiftories  prefented  to 
us  of  the  poor  of  Dublin,  exhibit  the  fufferings  in 
a  If  ill  more  deplorable  Irate.  The  writings  of 
Barrington,  Percival,  Ferrier,  Clarke,  Stanger, 
Barnard,  Colquhoun,  Neild,  Hawes,  Willan,  and 
other  Philanthropies,  criminal  as  this  epithet 
may  appear  to  Reviewers,  prove  to  every  feeling 
heart,  that,  without  the  exercife  of  beneficence. 
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in  the  formation  of  charitable  inftitutions,  the 
poor  of  London  mu  ft  have  died  of  want  or 
difeafe,  and  often  under  their  miferable  com¬ 
plication. 

That  humane  exertions  tend  to  improve  the  heart* 
and  promote  reciprocal  amities  between  the  giver 
and  receiver,  I  do  not  doubt ;  and  whatever  may 
befaid  o  f  zealots  in  the  caufe  of  Benevolence,  I 
lincerely  hope  thefe  zealots  may  increafe,  and  ex¬ 
tend  the  national  beneficence  of  this  country  ;  the 
exercife  of  which  has  tended  to  decreafe  the  deaths 
in  this  Metropolis,  at  the  fame  time  that  the  popu¬ 
lation  has  been  increafing,  as  incontrovertibly 
appears  by  the  Bills  of  Mortality  annexed.  In  the 
laft  fifteen  years,  which  include  the  period  in 
which  thefe  Inftitutions  have  flourifhed,  com¬ 
pared  [with  the  preceding  fifteen  years,  the  in- 
creafe  of  births  is  19,504;  and  the  decreafe  of 
deaths*  13,574;  which  together  make  the  addi« 
tional  population  in  the  metropolis  in  the  laft  fif¬ 
teen  years  34,078,  which  is  upwards  of  2000  lives 
annually. 

*  Some  little  allowance  may  here  be  made  of  thofe  burialg 
in  the  yards  of  chapels  or  meetings,  where  regifters  may  not 
have  been  kept, 
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Years. 

Cbriftened. 

Buried. 

Years. 

Chriftened. 

Buried. 

1 772 

17916 

26053 

1787 

17508 

19349 

1773 

16805 

21656 

1788 

19559 

19697 

1774 

16998 

20884 

1789 

18163 

20749 

1775 

17629 

20514 

1790 

18980 

18038 

1776 

17280 

19048 

1791 

18496 

18760 

1777 

18300 

23334 

1792 

19348 

20213 

1778 

17300 

20399 

1793 

1910S 

21749 

1779 

16769 

20420 

1794 

1S6S9 

19241 

17  80 

16634 

20517 

1795 

18361 

21179 

1781 

17026 

20709 

1796 

18826 

19288 

1782 

17101 

1 7918 

1797 

18645 

17014 

1783 

17091 

19029 

1798 

17927 

18155 

1784 

17179 

17828 

1799 

18970 

18134 

1785 

17919 

18919 

1800 

19176 

23068 

1786 

1 8 1  1 9 

20454 

1801 

17814 

19374 

Total  2  6006  6 

307682 

Total279570 

22 4008 

That  other  caufes  have  contributed  to  this 
happy  revolution,  befides  charitable  Inffitutions, 
I  doubt  not  *,  particularly  the  opening  and  widen¬ 
ing  of  courts,  alleys,  and  ftreets.  To  the  aid  of 
the  Hofpitals,  a  new  fpecies  of  medical  relief  has 
refulted  from  the  effablifhment  of  Difpenfaries, 
of  which  there  are  fifteen  in  London  and  Weft- 
minfter.  Thefe  not  only  afford  medical  aid  to 
about  50,000  perfons  annually;  but,  in  confe- 
quence  of  judicious  advice  at  the  habitations  of 
the  poor,  cleanlinefs,  ventilation,  and  other  falu- 
tary  objects,  are  promoted.  The  Hofpitals,  per¬ 
haps  embrace  about  50,000  additional  objedfs,- 
amounting  together  to  100,000  annually,  or  about 
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°ne-third  of  the  'whole  poor  in  London.  InftL 
tutions,  ftill  more  recent,  called,  <c  Houfes  of 
(<  Recovery,’'  for  the  reception  of  poor  perfons 
labouring  Under  infectious  difeafes,  are  now  form¬ 
ing  ;  which  will  doubtlefs  extend  their  falutary 
influence  ;  for  in  the  Metropolis  about  2500  per¬ 
fons  are  yearly  cut  off  by  fevers  alone. 

If  it  be  a  crime  to  promote  fuch  charitable  in- 
flitutions,  I  mufl  certainly  plead  guilty ;  but, 
when  I  am  told  that  I  was  actuated  by  an  often- 
tatious  motive,  I  can  confcientioufly  contradict 
the  bafe  affertion.  If  ever  I  appeared  active  in. 
their  eftablifhment,  it  was  with  a  view  to  en¬ 
courage  others  to  partake  in  the  labour.  I  can 
add,  however,  that  where  thefe  inftitutions  ac¬ 
quired 'a  promifing  degree  of  liability,  I  have  long 
avoided  to  appear  in  the  fame  public  or  promi¬ 
nent  character. 

The  Reviewers  conclude  their  philippic  againfl 
charitable  inftitutions  in  thefe  words :  “  We  know 
“  the  whole  tribe  of  Philanthropifts,  and  can  de« 
vdope  the  motives  of  many  of  their  leaders.” 

Critical  Review,  voh  XXXVI.  p.  92* 
London,  unlike  Sodom  and  Gomorrah,  cannot 
contain  lefs  than  30,000  Philanthropifts;  and, 
from  the  rational  enjoyments  derived  from  thofe  I 
can  claim  as  my  friends,  theirs,  from  knowing 
the  whole  tribe,  mu  ft  be  infinite,  and  highly 
gratifying  ;  for  every  citizen  who  delights  in  the 
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profperity  of  his  country,  mull:  contemplate  with 
gratitude  the  tribe  of  Philanthrope fts,  whofe  en¬ 
deavours  have  fo  fuccefsfully  preferved  the  lives  of 
their  felloiv-creatures,  and  added  to  the  population 
of  the  metropolis  alone  upwards  of  34,000  in  the 
fhort  fpace  of  fifteen  years.  Under  this  honour¬ 
able  lentiment,  I  relinquifh  to  the  Critical  Review¬ 
ers  the  talk  of  developing  their  motives ,  and  of  ex¬ 
hibiting  fatal  confequences  and  chilling  faffs,  which 
they  have  in  fome  meafure  pledged  themfelves  to 
do,  whilll  I  humbly  commemorate  the  happy  re¬ 
fill  t  of  their  adlions. 


In  the  preceding  pages,  wherever  Vaccine- 
Inoculation,  or  Inoculation  of  the  Cow-pock,  are 
introduced,  the  practice  of  conveying  the  Cow- 
pock  from  one  human  fubjedt  to  another  ii 
implied. 
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CONCL  U  S  I  O  N. 


IT  happens,  from  the  imbecillity  of  human 
powers,  that  one  individual  will  imagine,  and 
point  out  in  another,  thole  very  defeds  which 
are  mod  confpicuous  in  himfelf ;  and  hence  it 
may  appear,  from  the  preceding  pages,  that  the 
obfervation  made  by  the  authors  of  the  Critical 
Review,  “that  greater  efforts  are  often  neceffary 
“  to  preferve  than  to  gain  a  charader,”  (voL 
XXXVI.  p.  103,)  is  not  unworthy  of  their  own 
contemplation. 

Perfonal  charader,  however,  is  not  a  fit  fub- 
jed  for  wanton  infult,  or  ridicule ;  whilfl  the 
contumelious  reference  to  Ixion’s  wheel  is  again 
more  applicable  to  themfelves,  than  to  an  indivi¬ 
dual  author ;  for  the  periphery  of  this  wheel,  is 
defcribed  as  having  been  ftudded  with  ferpents, 
which  certainly  render  it  more  peculiarly  charac¬ 
terise  of  Reviewers. 
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With  refpeX  to  the  motive  of  fubmitting  my 
prefent  Apology  to  public  notice,  it  is  that  of  vinr 
cheating  my  own  character,  and  of  the  friends 
immediately  connected  with  this  defence,  againft: 
afperfions  which  appeared  to  me  equally  unme¬ 
rited  and  illiberal ;  and  this  I  have  endeavoured 
to  do  in  a  candid  and  difpaffionate  manner,  with¬ 
out  infinuating  any  reflexions  againft  my  affail- 
ants,  but  fuch  as  might  neceffarily  refult  from 
arguments  brought  forward  in  felf-defence.  If  I 
fhould  have  adopted  their  example,  and  admitted, 
even  againft  themfelves,  unbecoming  refleXions 
on  private  or  public  charaXer,  I  would  not  heft- 
tate  to  offer  another  apology  for  inadvertencies 
which  might  have  efcaped  in  a  hafty  compofttion  ; 
for,  however  feve rely  I  may  have  been  treated, 
X  harbour  no  animoftty  ;  but  gratefully  cherifh 
the  recolleXion  of  the  various  and  invaluable 
inftruXion  I  have  reaped  from  their  pages,  not 
one  of  which  has  efcaped  my  perufal.  So  far, 
indeed,  am  I  from  entertaining  the  moft  diftant 
wifh  to  leffen  their  reputation,  or  the  extenlive 
circulation  of  their  Mifcellanies,  that  I  fhould  re¬ 
joice  to  find  them  univerfally  diffiminated ;  not 
on  account  of  pecuniary  emolument,  but  of 
the  wide  interefts  of  the  community ;  for  they 
cannot  be  ftudied  without  moral  informa¬ 
tion,  nor  followed  without  refinement  of  judg¬ 
ment  and  tafte.  This  has  been  my  language  in 

pri~ 
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private  focieties ;  and  a  little  perfonal  infult  fhali 
not  pique  me  fo  far  as  to  render  me  unmindful 
of  the  public  benefits  and  literary  obligations  which 
their  labours  have  conferred. 

I  have  long  confidered  literary  characters  as 
great  public  benefactors ;  for,  without  books, 
what  a  dark  chafm  would  exiftence  prefent  1  The 
purfuits  in  Literature  are  various,  as  is  the  mind  of 
man  ;  and  each  department  in  fcience  may  be 
cultivated  with  pleafure  and  profit,  fuited  to  dif¬ 
ferent  difpofitions  and  temperaments.  Some 
writers  may  excel  in  profound  inveftigations, 
whilft  others  may  ufefully  purfue  a  more  humble 
courfe.  In  my  “  Hints  defigned  to  promote 

Beneficence,  Temperance,  and  Medical  Science/* 
I  adopted  the  latter;  which  I  profeffedly  declared 
in  the  Preface,  in  thefe  words:  66  The  humble 
*c  courfe  I  have  chofen  is,  to  exhibit  examples  of 
sc  beneficence,  rather  than  of  fcience  —  thofe 
t(  great  and  good  characters  who  have  been  the 
iC  benefaClors  of  mankind.’*  (p,  vii.) 

If  in  this  purfuit  I  had  written  one  fentence 
that  could  have  diminiflied  the  fenfibility  of  the 
human  heart,  contracted  the  hand  of  Charity, 
perverted  one  moral  or  religious  fentiment,  or 
leffened  private  or  public  happinefs,  I  fhould 
have  filently  bowed  to  merited  cenfure® 


\  r 


ERRATA. 

Page  14.  I.16.  after  bleffings,  add,  of  thoufands 
24.  1.  20.  after  the,  add ,  Monthly. 

48.  1.  24.  for  indeed,,  read,  however. 


